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ABSTRACT
Disseminating and sharing of knowledge is the corner stone of
knowledge economy. It is, therefore, imperative to know the fac-
tors which could be instrumental in this distribution. The purpose
of this research is to understand the relative importance of know-
ledge-sharing factors such as knowledge of the situation and
social network (SN) on knowledge sharing in University of
Peshawar. Data from 244 randomly selected respondents from
the target population has been collected through a questionnaire.
The questionnaire was tested for its validity and reliability.
Multiple regression analysis has been employed to test hypothe-
ses of the study. Findings indicate that knowledge of the situation
and SN both are positive and significant predictors of knowledge
sharing. However, among the two, SN happens to be a stronger
influential factor within the overall model. This research addresses
the gap on knowledge sharing in general and in Universities in
particular which appears sparse. As a social research, the study
has its limitations. This article contributes to the theoretical inte-
gration of Attitude-to-Behaviour process model and social capital
and put to empirical testing on regional data. Organisations work-
ing on knowledge transfer programs may get benefit from the
findings of this research. Recommendations for further research
have also been provided.
ARTICLE HISTORY
Received 12 December 2018









The old adage ‘knowledge is power’ still holds. It is a key and critical factor for
organisational success (Khan, Miah, & Manzoor, 2014; Oufkir, Fredj, & Kassou,
2017), the existence of sufficient amount of knowledge enables organisations to excel
(Fauzi, Tan Nya-Ling, Thurasamy, Oluwaseyi Ojo, & Shogar, 2019), is instrumental
in value creation, strategy development and market competitiveness. It is one the
most valued human capital and strengthening this capital leads to innovation and cre-
ation of new avenues for the developments of organisations (Rahman, Rahman,
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Khan, & Anwar, 2016). It is the management of this knowledge that ensures effective
and efficient utilisation of organisational resources (Davenport & Prusak, 1998;
Zboralski, 2009). Knowledge management plays vital role in providing directions to
properly utilise knowledge resources for better functioning of an organisation. This
focus on knowledge has caused the shift from dependency on natural resources to
intellectual assets (Omotayo, 2015). However, this theoretical recognition has to be
complemented by its actual application. This paradigm shift has exposed organisa-
tions to a knowledge challenge of how to create, disseminate and use knowledge
(Vines, Jones, & McCarthy, 2015). Coping with this challenge has now become the
question of survival for any organisation. In other words, organisations’ dependency
on knowledge has got intensified. It is, therefore, important to integrate the current
knowledge of the employees and creation of new knowledge for the purpose to
enhance the success of an organisation (Lin, 2007; Teigland, 2003). Knowledge man-
agement deals with the discovery of knowledge, capturing knowledge, processing the
knowledge and then finally sharing of knowledge (Meihami & Meihami, 2014).
Within these four components of knowledge management (KM), knowledge sharing
is considered an important component that plays a vital role in the development of
an organisation (Lee, 2001; Shin, 2004).
‘An organization’s ability to effectively leverage its knowledge is highly dependent
on its people, who actually create, share, and use the knowledge’ (Ipe, 2003, p. 341).
To strengthen this ability of an organisation, it needs to develop a set of behaviours
(Chow & Chan, 2008). However, before strengthening this capability, organisation
needs to encourage active interaction among the employees, employing various tech-
niques to convert individual knowledge into organisational knowledge (Ardichvili,
Maurer, Li, Wentling, & Stuedemann, 2006). Only technology will not serve the pur-
pose, it is more about relationships among the employees that promote learning and
information exchange. Employees’ motivation is critical in making them part of this
activity because employees consider knowledge their property and have been found
generally reluctant to share it (Du Plessis, 2007).
Notwithstanding the critical nature of nature of knowledge sharing in the survival
of organisations has been widely admitted, it has been observed that information on
factors affecting knowledge sharing is limited in developing countries (Asrar-Ul-Haq
& Anwar, 2016; Lashari, Bhutto, Rashdi, & Abro, 2017; Schacter, Gilbert, Wegner, &
Hood, 2011). That is why researchers (e.g. Akbari & Ghaffari, 2017) emphasise on
the need of designing and developing strategic perspectives in the area of human
resource to affect this deficiency. Keeping this in mind, researchers have explored the
various factors in relation to knowledge, e.g. social network (SN) (Guo & Chen,
2010), social trust (Cheng-Hua, Yuan-Duen, Wei, & Li-Ting, 2007), shared goals
(Chow & Chan, 2008), individual’s perception and awareness of the situation
(Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Khan et al., 2014), etc. regarding KS sharing. By close
inspection of the extant literature, the authors have come to the conclusion that
knowledge of the situation and SN are comparatively more ubiquitous in our culture
as compared to the rest. Therefore, this articles attempts to empirically investigate the
perception of employees from Peshawar University with the objective to validate the
past results in other settings and cultures.
ECONOMIC RESEARCH-EKONOMSKA ISTRAŽIVANJA 753
2. Literature review
2.1. Knowledge and KM
The term knowledge is not new to the world but its relative importance has started
gaining central role, because people have started, recently, noticing that among many
other factors this factor is a critical contributor and one of the promising disciplines
for the organisations (Maheshwarkar & Sohani, 2019). Keeping that in mind, many
authors, researchers and philosophers have explained it from various aspects. For
example, knowledge is true belief which is justifiable (Nonaka, Krogh, & Voelpel,
2006); it is understanding of human, objects, concepts, theories and also the way
things are handled (Antal, 2000), etc.
‘Knowledge management may simply be defined as doing what is needed to get
the most out of knowledge resources’ (Irma & Rajiv, 2010, p. 39). It is considered as
a process of creation, assimilation, dissemination and application of organisational
knowledge to explore new opportunities that help in the enhancement of organisa-
tional performance (Yang, 2011). Knowledge management, in the recent most scen-
arios, has become the main constituent of management. It is commonly believed that
KM was recognized as a field to serve the business world as a tool of business in the
early 1990s when it was promoted by 4 Cs (Computing availability; Consulting;
Conference and Commerce) concept. In the words of Lambe (2011), it was ‘fueled by
a confluence of computing availability, propagation through consulting firms and
conference promotion’ (p. 179).
2.2. Knowledge sharing
Extant literature is replete with the fact that knowledge sharing is the most important
ingredient that plays a vital role in the development of an organisation (Lee, 2001;
Shin, 2004). Researchers (Das & Van-de-Ven, 2000; Islam, Jasimuddin, & Hasan,
2018; Lee, 2001; Yassin, Salim, & Sahari, 2013) also view KS as an important and key
factor of KM processes in organisations. However, it is believed and emphasised that
knowledge held by an employee in an organisation must be shared with other work-
ers for its proper utilisation and effectiveness. But it cannot be transferred the way
we transfer goods. It relies on cognition and, for that matter, rebuilding behaviour is
indispensible (Zheng, 2017).
The literature on KM has been using various terms for KS. The most commonly
used term for KS is knowledge transfer (Awad & Ghaziri, 2004; Massa & Testa, 2009;
Yahya & Goh, 2002). Notwithstanding, there is a difference between the two (Zheng,
2017). Such as, Alavi and Leidner (2001), while making distinction between the two,
state that ‘knowledge’ is laden with uniqueness and has value in the context of KM
system as compared to the traditional information systems. It means that knowledge
transfer refers to the application of current knowledge from one person to another.
In other words, it takes place in one direction which gives an assumption that the
main source of knowledge is the owner. Whereas, KS is considered a broader term as
compared to knowledge transfer. KS deals with the interactions, absorptions and
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invention of new knowledge which is believed to be in two directions and occurs
between two or more individuals (Boyd, Ragsdell, & Oppenheim, 2007).
2.2.1. Knowledge of the situation and knowledge sharing
Another important factor discussed in knowledge sharing enabler literature is the
situation where knowledge sharing occurs. Response to such an external stimulus is
something very common with all human beings. This ‘know-what,’ knowledge helps
an individual as what action one needs to take. With this, the next higher level of
knowledge is ‘know-how’. It means knowing how to decide on an appropriate
response to a stimulus. The next and the highest level of knowledge is ‘know-why’
knowledge. All these complement one another and permit an individual employee to
choose among the alternatives. To delve deep, one needs to understand the underly-
ing theory and/or a range of experiences that include many instances of anomalies,
interaction effects, and exceptions to the norms and conventional wisdom of an area
(King, 2008). Extant literature suggests that this knowledge of the situation is the
awareness of the ‘physical setting’ or simply the interaction with the setting (Vera &
Simon, 1993). In the words of Fracker (1988), situation awareness is defined as ‘the
knowledge that results when attention is allocated to a zone of interest (i.e., the vol-
umes of space that surround a pilot) at a level of abstraction’ (p. 102). Likewise,
Endsley (1988) view knowledge of the situation as ‘the perception of the elements in
the environment within a volume of time and space, the comprehension of their
meaning, and the projection of their status in the near future’ (p. 97).
To fully grasp the process of knowledge sharing, one needs to be well aware of the
effect of various situations and their respective cues (Krishnananda, 1983). To explain
it more easily, he equates it with the pressure of circumstances and argues that
human psychology may sometimes be surrounded by many things present in human
mind at the time of sharing knowledge, some of which may be in the sub-conscience.
Therefore, in the determination of action, greater importance is given to the under-
standing and awareness of situation in which s/he is sharing the knowledge.
Similarly, there are possibilities that sometimes situations of sharing knowledge are
reciprocal, and the arrangements are different at the receiving end and delivering end
(Khanna, Gulati, & Nohria, 1998). In addition, ignorance of situation as an important
factor may lead to failures. For instance a study of more than 200 aviation calamities
revealed that lack of situation awareness was identified as a leading factor of such
mishaps (H€artel, Smith, & Prince, 1989). This is because individuals’ process of
knowledge sharing occurs after giving meanings to the differences, situations and cor-
respondences (Lamproulis, 2017). Moreover, describing the requisition of situation
knowledge, many accept that critical information is perceived via exploration and
observation made by the individuals with the presence of mind and certain expecta-
tions in an environment (Fracker, 1989). Similarly, Salas, Prince, Baker, and Shrestha
(1995) treat situation awareness as a process based upon (state/goal), information
processing function and pre-existing knowledge (pre dispositions) see Figure 1.
Situation awareness is a social construct with many dimensions. Szulanski (1996)
identifies three types of barriers to share knowledge—the absorption capacity of the
employees; the causal ambiguity (factors in environment and situation affecting
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knowledge interaction and responding in the process of KS); and the hard relation-
ship between knowledge donor and receiver. This study is related to second barrier
related to KS that is the factors present in the situation while sharing knowledge. As
knowledge is a ‘subjective contextual construct’, it is a continuum, social and reflect-
ive process and a product of the situation in which it is situated (Weick, 1995). It is
argued that in every situation a human performer is trying to identify and understand
the situation by linking the situation with the perceptual model which results in the
important indications leading to the awareness of the situation (Paulin & Suneson,
2012). This is a three component (perception of the situation, understanding of the
situation and projection of the situation) concept (Endsley & Garland, 2000). Keeping
all these components of situation awareness in mind, the following hypothesis is put
for testing and validation:
H1.The higher the organizational members’ knowledge of the situation with respect to
knowledge sharing, the organization will experience more knowledge sharing.
2.2.2. Social network and knowledge sharing
Among other factors, SN is one of these factors that have a proven relationship with
knowledge sharing. The validity of this relationship has been supported by various
studies. For instance, Guo and Chen (2010) are of the opinion that SN is an inter-
active network composed of social contact of those people who mutually understand
and recognize one another, which is akin to established relationship. Similarly,
Krackhardt and Stern (1985) take a wider picture of human relationship with one
another and describe world as a network structure of societal actors and connections.
These connections work as channel of social sources, and actors find chance to
exchange and make use of these sources through channel network. And knowledge
sharing in organisations is strongly affected by such context as organisations are con-
text-sensitive (Oufkir et al., 2017). That is why it is argued that information inter-
change and KS is based on a certain level of SN which encompasses the links
between different individuals. In this context-sensitivity, SNs are at the centre. These
links can be categorised into four types: ‘friendship network, intelligence network,
Figure 1. Individual situation awareness model (Salas et al., 1995, p. 126).
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advisory network, trust network’. Likewise, to be more specific about the friendship,
an analysis conducted on the basis of SN shows that more friendship relations lead to
higher efficiency of KS (Guo & Chen, 2010, p. 1716).
In the context of multi-division organisations, one division can learn from other
division through divisional interactions and can acquire new knowledge developed
by these divisions. This KS among divisions provides opportunities for mutual
understanding and inter-divisional cooperation, which results in the creation of new
knowledge (Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998). To elicit the importance of SN as an important
factor in knowledge sharing, researchers argue that organisations that are able to
maintain KS effectively between one section and another are more creative and
more likely to sustain its productivity than those that are less proficient in know-
ledge sharing (Darr, Argote, & Epple, 1995). To explain the phenomenon further,
researchers have focussed on inter-network. Here their focus on the SN perspective
where KS is explained largely by studying the individuals behaviour to the SN in
which the actors are embedded (Reagans & McEvily, 2003). To make it easy to
understand, one needs to refer to Kogut and Zander (1992) topology that a ‘firm
should be understood as a social community specialising in speed and efficiency in
the creation and transfer of knowledge’ (p. 503). It has empirically been validated
that there is significant relationship between the strength of SN and effective KS in
an organisation (Marouf, 2007).
It is argued that SNs greatly impact the behavioural intentions of humans and it
enhances knowledge sharing at both individual and organisational levels. The former
is personal and intangible which encompasses an individual’s KSAs and the later is
the collective knowledge which is owned by the organisation shared by mutual identi-
fication and actions (Oufkir et al., 2017). At individual level, now a days, communica-
tion has become easier via SNs technological tools such as twitter, LinkedIn, Face
book, Skype, Viber, WhatsApp and alike (Haque, Ahlan, & Razi, 2015). These tools
play vital role in the establishment and maintenance of SNs among people. At organ-
isational level, SN enables the high-acting knowledge workers to exchange most of
the valued information with other people within their social circles (Iqbal et al.,
2011). Besides, it is an important factor that stimulates the attitude of individuals
towards sharing knowledge (Jolaee, Nor, Khani, & Yusoff, 2014). From this discus-
sion, it is easy to postulate that:
H2.The wider the social network among organisational members, the organisation will
experience more knowledge sharing.
2.3. Theoretical and conceptual background
2.3.1. Fazio’s attitude-to-behaviour process model
The Attitude-to-Behaviour process model proposes that individual’s attitude can dir-
ect a person’s behaviour even when an individual does not actively reveal and is con-
scious about the attitude (Fazio, 1986). As per this model, the precursor of behaviour
is a person’s definition of the event that is taking place. In simple words, it is the
individual’s interpretation of a situation as to what is going to happen and is assumed
to determine how s/he responds. By further explanation, an event comprised of two
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components: the perception of individuals of the attitude object in the instant situ-
ation and how do they define that situation. Here definition of the situation is related
to the storehouse of information that the person possesses concerning the expected
and appropriate behaviours in that particular situation. The model concludes that
attitudes can guide how and what individuals perceive (Fazio, 1986). As per Fazio’s
process model, an attitude acts as an association in memory among the attitude
object and a person’s appraisal of the object. However, it is the very strength of such
linkage that is instrumental in determining the openness of the attitude from mem-
ory. One needs to be aware of the fact that the strength of this link varies from per-
son to person and situation to situation. In addition, the model explores whether the
attitude is activated as of memory. Researchers opine that attitude can be activated
from memory in several ways and such activations can happen as an outcome of situ-
ational cues (Snyder & Kendzierski, 1982). For instance, when we are told to cast our
vote, our feelings, our attitudes are probable to be activated from memory. This is
how our attitude directs our behaviour.
Faizo’s typology that an individual’s attitude reflects her/his likes or dislikes which
stimulate the corresponding behaviour towards an event or others, has since its coin-
age been under criticism. Researchers (e.g. Hogg & Vaughan, 2005) contend that it is
not attitude that influences behaviour rather it is behaviour that influences attitude.
Anyway, none of the approaches is either wrong or right or absolute and is without
criticism. To answer the difference, researchers (Young & Fazio, 2013) believe that we
often encounter objects, people or events that can be categorised in multiple ways so
is our attitude and behaviour. Actually, individuals are not viewing the event in the
same way. To conclude, ‘the principle of attitude consistency (that for any given atti-
tude object, the ABCs of affect, behaviour, and cognition are normally in line with
each other) thus predicts that our attitudes (for instance, as measured via a self-report
measure) are likely to guide behavior’.
2.3.2. Social capital
The concept of social capital has a thorough bearing on organisation (Coleman, 1988;
Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Okoli & Oh, 2007). By definition, it is ‘the sum of the
actual and potential resources embedded within, available through, and derived from
the network of relationships possessed by an individual or social unit’ (Nahapiet &
Ghoshal, 1998, p. 243). It is considered capital because it strongly influences the
interpersonal knowledge sharing that occurs (Chiu, Hsu, & Wang, 2006). Besides its
positive influences, researchers (Willem & Scarbrough, 2006) have studied its poten-
tial negative effects of power and organisational politics and warn manager to be
mindful of this role in knowledge sharing. To understand it as wholesome construct,
researchers (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998) have deciphered it into three distinct
dimensions—structural, relational and cognitive. While providing detail of these
dimensions, Chow and Chan (2008) opine that the structural dimension defines
organisational network relations, communication system and hierarchies; the second
reflects the trust level that employees enjoy during communications and the last one
‘refers to resources increasing understanding between parties’ (p. 459). These authors
have empirically investigated three different social factors to show the three
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dimensions of social capital with ‘network configuration’ renamed as ‘social network’
and ‘trust’ as ‘social trust’ (p. 459). Stakeholders in the organisation are strategically
required to have a thorough knowledge of the interdependence of these dimensions
and their composite influence on knowledge sharing in organisation.
From the knowledge sharing point of view, the role of social capital has been dis-
cussed by researchers (Van den Hooff & Huysman, 2009) by distinguishing two
approaches—(a) the engineering approach, and (b) the emergent approach.
According to them in the former, knowledge is manageable which means manage-
ment is the determining factor in the process of knowledge sharing; while in the lat-
ter, it is the social capital that manages the process of knowledge sharing. They
further elaborate that they cannot be compartmentalised. They hypothesised that each
engineering factor positively affects all the three dimensions of social capital. From
their research, they conclude that both emergent and engineering approaches have
their respective role in knowledge sharing.
Since both social capital and attitude-to-behaviour process model emphasize on
explaining individuals knowledge sharing behaviour through different factors, there-
fore, this study has tried to integrated one factor from each (i.e. situation awareness
from attitude-to-behaviour process and SN from social capital).
On the basis of the above discussion, the following conceptual model (see Figure
2) is proposed:
2.4. Research methodology
The current research study is a survey study based on an adopted questionnaire
from Chow and Chan (2008) with simple customisation. Total population, as per
Peshawar University Prospectus (2015–2016) is 502. The total faculty members
including lecturers, assistant professors and full professors are the target popula-
tion. Simple random sampling technique has been employed with a sample size of
244 respondents. To assess the measure model data was collected through ques-
tionnaire which has personally been administered, keeping in view all the research
ethics, like confidentiality, voluntary participation, etc., in mind. Besides, validity
and reliability of the instrument have been checked through expert’s opinions, cor-
relation matrix and pilot testing. Cronbach’s alpha for reliability (situation aware-
ness ¼ 0.81, SN ¼ 0.75 and knowledge sharing ¼ 0.87) is being used. Statistical
Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) 20th edition was used initially for descriptive
analysis. Finally, regression analyses were made by using the OLS method with the
help of SPSS.
Figure 2. Conceptual model of the study. Source: Authors’ own.
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3. Results
3.1. Sample characteristics and descriptive statistics
Though the sample for this study was calculated as 250 but a total of 317 question-
naires were distributed among the 20 departments of Peshawar University of Khyber
Pakhtunkhwa. In total, 244 questionnaires were collected back with response rate of
84%. It is believed that descriptive statistics for nominal or ordinal data is significant
only for providing an overview and summary statistics such as frequencies and per-
centages (Gaur & Gaur, 2006). Therefore, detailed description of the respondents is
provided in various frequency tables in the subsequent section. Demographic varia-
bles used in the study includes: University Name, age, gender, designation, current
and total experience.
3.2. Frequency tables for the demographic profile of the respondents
Age: Table 1 provides the detail descriptive analysis about the age of the respondents.
The table clearly shows that most of the respondents are of the middle age (n¼ 67)
and seniors (n¼ 83) comprising a valid percentage of 34 and 27, respectively, fol-
lowed by young age (n¼ 65) in terms of categories used with a percentage value of
26.6, while the ratio of last category (n¼ 29) is about 11.9%.
Gender: Table 2 provides the gender wise detail of the respondents. The table indi-
cates that greater number of females (n¼ 130) has responded to the survey, compris-
ing a valid percentage of 53.4, whereas, the percentage of male respondents is
46.7 (n¼ 117).
Designation: Table 3 indicates the designation wise detail of the respondents. The
table shows most of the respondents are Assistant Professors (n¼ 107), comprising a
Table 1. Age of the faculty members (N¼ 244).
Valid Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative percent
36–45 67 27.5 27.5 54.1
46–55 83 34.0 34.0 88.1
56 and above 29 11.9 11.9 100.0
Total 244 100.0 100.0
Table 2. Gender of the faculty members (N¼ 244).
Valid Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative percent
Female 130 53.3 53.3 53.3
Male 114 46.7 46.7 100.0
Total 244 100.0 100.0
Table 3. Designation of the faculty members (N¼ 244).
Valid Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative percent
AP 107 43.9 43.9 76.6
Prof 57 23.4 23.4 100.0
Total 244 100.0 100.0
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valid percentage of 43.9, followed by Lecturers (n¼ 80) with a percentage of 32.8 and
then by Professors (n¼ 57) with a valid value of 23%.
Experience: Table 4 indicates the total experience wise detail of the respondents.
The table shows most of the respondents are in the category of 1–5 (n¼ 19.7), 11–15
(n¼ 20) respectively, followed by highly experienced people (n¼ 43) 17%, while the
ratio of last category represents only 7% responses (n¼ 17).
Descriptive statistics for the constructs: Table 5 provides the detail about the
constructs of the study. The results show that means of the construct were in accord-
ance to the number of questions used for each variable in the constructs. Similarly,
all the constructs indicate somewhat close standard deviation.
3.3. Regression analysis
The results, in the form of model summary, of the regression analysis provided in
Table 6 show the value for adjusted R square as 0.68 for over all model which is
accepted as a good model (Nau, 2017). However, prior to running regression tech-
nique, data was checked for normality, multicollinearity and hetroscedasticity assump-
tion which were found within the acceptable range. The multiple regression model
with all two predictors produced adjusted R2 ¼ 0.47, F (111), p< 0.000. Results in
Table 6 reflect that situation awareness and SN have significant positive regression
weights, confirming that employee’s knowledge of the situation and SN as important
factors to support the process of knowledge sharing in organisations.
Adjusted R2 ¼ 0:47, F ¼ ð111Þ, p < 0:000
Table 4. Total experience of the faculty members (N¼ 244).
Valid Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative percent
1–5 years 48 19.7 19.7 19.7
6–10 years 43 17.6 17.6 37.3
11–15 years 49 20.1 20.1 57.4
16–20 years 44 18.0 18.0 75.4
21–25 years 43 17.6 17.6 93.0
25 and above 17 7.0 7.0 100.0
Total 244 100.0 100.0
Table 5. Means and standard deviations for the constructs (N¼ 244).
Variables Minimum Maximum Mean St. dev.
Attitude towards KS 1 5 18 5
Individual perception 1 5 11 3
Knowledge sharing 1 5 18 5
Table 6. Regression model fit statistics.
Unstandardized coefficients
T Sig.B Std. error
1.447 0.189 7.647 0.000
0.508 0.035 14.681 0.000
0.114 0.053 2.140 0.033
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4. Discussion
4.1. The effect of organisational members’ knowledge of the situation on
knowledge sharing
The current study hypothesised that organisational members’ knowledge of the situ-
ation is a positive predictor of knowledge sharing. The empirical results of the study
supported this hypothesis (the path coefficient of 0.11, the t-value of 2.1 and p value
0.033 were highly significant) which signify that knowledge of the situation is one of
the factors that affects employees’ behaviour in terms of knowledge sharing. The find-
ings of this study are in line with the findings of the previous studies (Fracker, 1989;
Frymier & Nadler, 2017; H€artel et al., 1989; Krishnananda, 1983; Paulin & Suneson,
2012; Szulanski, 1996). Frymier and Nadler (2017) argue that situations encourage
individual’s internal states such as belief, attitude and values, which ultimately affect
the process of knowledge sharing in an organisation. While discussing about the rela-
tionship of attitude and behaviour these researchers further explain that a person hav-
ing better understanding of the situations (i.e. individual situation, de-individual
situation and scripted situation) has more command over his attitude and feelings
resulting in different types of knowledge sharing behaviours in individuals.
Likewise, J€arvinen and Ylinenp€a€a (2017) opine that various situations (like competi-
tive) greatly influence the individuals’ attitude to share the knowledge. They further
explain that it is the situation that molds an individual’s attitude regardless of her/his
position in that situation. For them it is the situation that directly influences the atti-
tude and knowledge sharing behaviour of a person in an organisation. The positive
relationship between situation and knowledge sharing is also supported by Kelly’s the-
ory of personal construct (Kelly, 1955), which has remained very popular for personal-
ity and cognitive development. According to this theory, every individual sees the
world through her/his own exclusive set of preconceived notions about it, whereas
these constructs are usually under flux due to the exposure of individuals to new situa-
tions. The theory claims that with new situations individuals get new experiences and
practices which frame new behaviours in them resulting in changed behaviour.
From the empirical results of this study which validate the previous researches, it
can be concluded that while working for creating and encouraging such an environ-
ment wherein knowledge sharing could take place, the importance of the situation can
hardly be overlooked. It can, therefore, be said that performance of any organisation is
mostly determined by effectively handling the situations while sharing the knowledge,
because sometimes situations are well-known and can easily be handled with routine
practices, whereas these could also be complex and difficult to handle which may create
hurdles in transferring the individual knowledge to the organisational knowledge.
Hence, in the light of empirical findings, it is suggested to introduce situation handling
models for the better performance of the organisation (Wiig Karl, 2003).
4.2. The effect of social network on knowledge sharing
The current study hypothesised that SN is a positive predictor of knowledge sharing.
As per results of the study (path coefficient of 0.50, t value of 14.6 and p value 0.000
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are highly significant), it is easy to conclude that the current empirical data validate
the previous researches on the effect of SN and concludes that SN helps in increasing
knowledge sharing (Chennamaneni, 2007; Guo & Chen, 2010; Jolaee et al., 2014;
Marouf, 2007). As per SN theory, individuals’ attitude or behaviour is greatly affected
by the interrelationships established with the help of SNs, which ultimately results in
easy flow of information and knowledge sharing in an organisation.
Likewise, the outcomes of the study are in line with the study conducted by
Cudney, Corns, and Long (2014) wherein the results have revealed that networks
(specifically SNs Analysis SNA) followed by established communication systems, tech-
nical support and trainings results in improved ways to organise and share know-
ledge. Theses authors contend that if employees form a tight core network with each
other this will not only help them to retain the information but also results in rapid
knowledge sharing process in the organisations. Similarly, a more recent research by
Leon, Rodrıguez-Rodrıguez, Gomez-Gasquet, and Mula (2017) in insurance organisa-
tion has established that SN as a predictor for future knowledge flows in the subject
organisations. As per their findings SN can help in identifying potential losses, deter-
mining the leaders, establishing standards to differentiate knowledge diffusers from
knowledge repository and identifying the elements of future knowledge sharing.
Furthermore, SNs can be established with the help of social intra and extranets serv-
ices such as online blogs, media sharing pages etc. (Grant, 2016), communication sys-
tems, technical support programs and trainings (Cudney et al., 2014) and face-to-face
SNs such as brainstorming, problem solving, consulting other employees, learning via
teaching, trainings and job rotation of employees in the organisation (Saifi, 2016).
In essence, though the importance of SN and situation awareness in stimulating
knowledge sharing is undeniable, the empirical results of this study reveal that SN
has greater influence on knowledge sharing as compared to situation awareness.
Therefore, organisations, more specifically higher education institutions such as
University of Peshawar should establish infrastructure of strengthening SNs to facili-
tate and encourage knowledge sharing in the university. Also, the relevant citations
from literature and empirical evidence of this study reveal the importance of SN
towards knowledge sharing the in organisations. This will not only help in converting
individual knowledge into organisational knowledge but will also contribute in miti-
gating gaps between theoretical knowledge and practical knowledge.
5. Conclusion
Importance of knowledge sharing is undeniable as evident from the literature. In this
milieu, many scholars believe that further research is needed to promote knowledge
sharing in various organisations especially in the education sector of the developing
countries. Therefore, current study looked at the role of two factors, i.e. knowledge of
the situation and SN on knowledge sharing to fulfil a portion of the highlighted gap.
This was achieved through empirical data collected from the faculty members of
Peshawar University, the oldest university of the province. The results of the tested
model indicated that the factors in the study have significant impact on knowledge
sharing in the target population.
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Therefore, it is assumed that the results of the study have sufficient food for
thought for the policy makers for formulating more pragmatic policies for the pro-
motion of knowledge sharing in organisations in general and in Peshawar University
in particular. Empirical findings of the study suggest that organisations should pro-
mote a culture where employees could easily decide as to what sort of action they are
required to take by enhancing their ‘know-what’ knowledge and deepen the roots of
SN among the employees. This understanding of the relevant factors can be a step
towards affecting the situation within the organisations and could fulfil the need of
knowledge sharing. The study also contributes towards minimising the gap between
theoretical knowledge and practical knowledge by providing empirical evidence by con-
sidering the effect of important factors in transferring the individual knowledge to the
organisational knowledge. In addition, this study will prove as a preliminary study for
the other education sectors nationally and internationally. In future consideration, it
may be applied to other sectors at broader level. For more in-depth understanding of
the issue, adopting qualitative perspective will open new avenues for further research.
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